The authors take the all new Code of Administrative Court Procedure (2015) 
Introduction
Until most recently, the administrative court procedure in the Russian Federation was governed by the Code of Civil Procedure 
General procedural requirements
The following are the procedural requirements every action must meet:
Recourse to the administrative courts
For an action to be heard before an administrative court, recourse to the administrative courts must be available. That is basically the case in all public-law disputes. Constitution Act).
Requirements regarding the parties
In general, an action is not raised against the authority that has committed the act in question, but against the responsible body, which may be the Federation (Bund), a Land or another legal body such as a municipality (sec. 78). para. 1) here represents a sort of "prototype" that the law bestows the most attention on. The other actions' requirements can largely be derived from the rescissory or enforcement action.
Rescissory or enforcement action

The action
If an administrative act is at issue, the plaintiff may sue for judicial rescission of that act 
Preliminary proceedings
Prior to a rescissory action, the lawfulness Besides that, other than in Russia, in
Germany there is no rule on the maximum duration of court proceedings. In the event of a case overload (which is basically the normality), even first instance proceedings may easily take two years or longer, dependent on the subject matter and the complexity of the case. The parties can only file for pecuniary compensation in case of "inadequately" long proceedings (sec. 198
Courts Constitution Act).
Substantive requirements
The rescissory action is well founded when the administrative act is incompatible with the law (given that the breached provision itself does not infringe any provision of a higher level) and violates the plaintiff's rights (cf. sec. 113 para. 1).
The enforcement action is well founded when the non-issuance of the demanded administrative act contradicts the law and violates the plaintiff's rights (cf. sec. 113 para. 5 first sentence). As mentioned above, that is the case when the authority is bound to issue the act so that the plaintiff is entitled to it.
However, in case of administrative discretion in issuing the act the plaintiff may only be entitled to a new discretionary decision of the authority that has to take into account the legal view of the court (unless there is only one lawful decision; cf.
sec. 113 para. 5 second sentence). In that case the action is well founded when the previous decision was flawed and thereby violates the plaintiff's rights.
Action for performance or injunction
If one of the above mentioned criteria for an administrative act is not fulfilled, the particular measure is qualified as a mere act or omission of the administration, such as the issuance of a (false) statement or the payment of money.
Is this the case, the plaintiff may either sue for performance (Leistungsklage) or an injunction (Unterlassungsklage), the latter by way of exception also being possible as a preliminary action if otherwise unreasonable consequences would occur that cannot be dispelled afterwards. Only the action for a preliminary injunction requires a special interest of the plaintiff that legitimates not waiting for after the act at issue to raise the action, e.g. if the plaintiff would have to commit an administrative offense and pay a fine.
The action for performance or injunction is well founded when the plaintiff is legally entitled to the act or omission at issue. raise an action when the normative act at issue might be unlawful and must be followed but not necessarily also applied by that authority. There is a one-year preclusion period for the action beginning with the official announcement of the normative act (sec. 47 para. 2 first sentence).
Action for rescission of normative acts of the administration
The action for rescission of normative acts is well founded when the act in question is unlawful and must therefore be declared null and void (sec. Although the action procedurally requires a right to sue to preclude plaintiffs that lack a legal interest, an actual violation of the plaintiff's rights is not requisite. That is due to the fact that if the normative act is unlawful it is universally declared null and void by the court.
Action for a declaratory judgement
If not a particular act or omission, but the existence or non-existence of a certain legal relationship of public-law nature is at issue, the plaintiff may file for a declaratory judgement Court, the action additionally requires a right to sue, although there does not seem to be a need for this requirement as the legitimate-interest test fulfills the same purpose. 17 Furthermore, the action for a declaratory judgement is subsidiary to any other relevant action that has further procedural requirements (such as a certain preclusion period) which might otherwise be avoided (cf. sec. 43 para. 2). The action for a declaratory judgement is well founded when the legal relationship in question actually is, dependent on the plaintiff's application, existing or non-existing.
Summary proceedings
German law of administrative court procedure also provides for summary proceedings, the respective type depending on which action is or would be applicable in the main proceedings:
Suspensory effect of the rescissory action/ preliminary proceedings
The rescissory action as well as administrative 80 para. 5 second sentence), it is disputed whether the rescissory action must be raised prior to this application. 18 In any case, the application is only permissible if the main action/application does not obviously lack a procedural requirement.
The application is well founded when either the administrative order of immediate enforcement is unlawful or the applicant's interest in the suspension is more significant than the public interest in the enforcement of the administrative act. To determine this, the court usually summarily looks at the prospects of success of the main action/application.
Interim orders against normative acts
If the action for rescission of normative acts is or would be applicable in the main proceedings, an interim order may suspend the commencement or the further applicability of the act (sec. 47 para. 6), provided that it has already been passed, although it does not necessarily have to have ultimately come into force. The judicial order possesses universal effect and must therefore be limited to absolutely exceptional cases. The application is only well founded when the interim order is necessary to avert serious disadvantages or for other compelling reasons. To determine whether the order must be granted, the court compares the consequences of two thinkable situations: a. the normative act is proven to be lawful, but the interim order was granted; b. the normative act is proven to be unlawful, but the interim order was not granted. If the seriousness of the consequences of the latter hypothesis prevails, the court must grant the order.
Other interim orders
In all other cases, the court may, even before the commencement of the action, grant interim orders that can be classified into two Courts Constitution Act).
Appeal on points of fact and law
The parties of a first instance dispute, including summoned third parties, are entitled to an appeal on points of fact and law against judgments rendered by the administrative court 
Complaint
The parties of administrative court proceedings that lead to a decision that is not a judgment are entitled to a complaint with the Higher Administrative Court (sec. 146). The main area of application is rulings in summary proceedings. To accelerate the proceedings, contrary to the appeals available against judgments the complaint therefore does not require a judicial admission. It must be lodged with legal representation within two weeks (sec.
147) and, in case of a complaint against a decision in summary proceedings, reasoned within one month of service of the decision (sec. 146 para. 4).
Similar to appeals, the complaint is well founded when the impugned decision of the administrative court was wrong.
Conclusion
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